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In British Economical Lamp Co. v. Empire, Mile End (s),
the plaintiffs let electric light filament lamps on hire to
the lessee of a theatre. The lamps were affixed to their
brackets by a bayonet attachment in common use for
this purpose. The lessors and owners of the theatre,
who were the defendants in the action, re-entered for
non-payment of rent, and although the lamps were still
on the premises, no demand was made by the plaintiffs
to the defendants for their return either then or for a
month afterwards. Later, the plaintiffs demanded the
return of the lamps, and being unable to obtain them,
brought an action of. detinue. It was held by the
Recorder, in the Mayor's Court, that the plaintiffs were
not entitled to recover on the ground that the lamps
were fixtures. This decision, on appeal to a Divisional
Court, was upheld, but on different grounds. Lush, J.,
held that the lamps were not fixtures but chattels ;
A. T. Lawrence, J., without expressing any definite view,
appeared to think they were fixtures, but both agreed that
the plaintiffs had no cause of action against the defendants
for refusing to allow them to enter on the premises and
remove the lamps. Lush, J., however, suggested that if
there had been any evidence of an assertion by the
defendants, that the lamps were their property and of a
dealing with them as such, then that would have been
a conversion, but that there was no evidence of that.
This decision has unsatisfactory features.
One would have thought in the first place that a refusal
to deliver up goods in the defendants' possession, on
demand, was sufficient evidence of conversion, if those
goods were chattels. If, on the other hand, they were
fixtures, then purchasers from a tenant are in a better
position than owners with whom the tenant is under
contract to allow them to remove the goods, since the
former are allowed a reasonable time within which to
remove the articles (t).
As the law stands at present, however, this appears to
be the position and the owner's best hope of saving his
(s) (1913), 29 T.L.R. 386 ;  31 Digest 186, 3205.
(t) Re Glasdir Copper Works, Limited (supra) ;   Stansfeld v, Ports-
mouth Corporation (supra).

